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SUMMARY

This Report and Recommendation addresses defendants’ motion to dismiss and for summary judgment
in a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action brought by MDOC inmate Marcus Williams. The magistrate judge
recommends denying the motion as to Williams’s Fourteenth Amendment equal protection claim
against Dell Baker, while granting it as to the remaining claims, including claims against M. Truxell,
M. Kirkey, and J. Parsons. The recommendation analyzes PLRA exhaustion and the sufficiency of
Williams’s retaliation, discrimination, due process, and deliberate-indifference claims.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Report and recommendation on defendants' motion to dismiss and for
summary judgment in a pro se prisoner civil-rights action under 42
U.S.C. § 1983.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under Rule 12(b)(6), the court accepts well-pleaded factual allegations
as true and determines whether the complaint states a plausible claim
for relief. Under Rule 56, summary judgment is appropriate when
there is no genuine dispute of material fact and the movant is entitled
to judgment as a matter of law; the evidence and reasonable inferences
are viewed in the light most favorable to the nonmovant. Failure to
exhaust under the PLRA is an affirmative defense on which defendants
bear the burden of proof.
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TOPICS

section 1983 prisoners rights equal protection summary judgment motions to dismiss

PRACTICE AREAS

civil rights constitutional law prisoner litigation civil procedure

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Williams properly exhausted his Fourteenth Amendment racial-discrimination claim against
Baker.

2. Whether Williams properly exhausted his First Amendment retaliation claim against Baker.

3. Whether Williams exhausted claims against Kirkey and Parsons.

4. Whether Williams plausibly stated an equal-protection claim against Baker based on his termination
from a prison job.

5. Whether termination from a prison job stated a Fourteenth Amendment procedural-due-process claim.

6. Whether termination from a prison job stated an Eighth Amendment cruel-and-unusual-punishment
claim.

7. Whether Williams's claims against Truxell failed because he alleged only supervisory inaction, failure to
respond to grievances, or failure to supervise.

HOLDINGS

1. The recommendation concluded that Williams exhausted his race-discrimination claim against Baker
because he raised racial discrimination in his Step II appeal and MDOC officials considered the
grievance on its merits rather than rejecting it for the procedural defect.

2. The recommendation concluded that Baker was not entitled to dismissal of Williams's Fourteenth
Amendment equal-protection claim because the alleged racial slur, conflicting termination explanations,
and related allegations plausibly supported an inference that Baker terminated Williams because of race.

3. The recommendation concluded that Williams failed to properly exhaust his First Amendment retaliation
claim against Baker because none of the relevant grievance steps alleged that Baker terminated him in
retaliation.

4. The recommendation concluded that Williams failed to exhaust claims against Kirkey and Parsons
because neither defendant was identified in the relevant Step I grievances and the grievance concerning
unspecified administration was not considered on its merits.

5. The recommendation concluded that Williams's due-process claim failed because a prisoner has no
protected liberty or property interest in a particular prison job or in prison employment generally.



6. The recommendation concluded that termination from a prison job, even if unjustified, did not constitute
cruel and unusual punishment.

7. The recommendation concluded that Williams failed to state a § 1983 claim against Truxell because the
allegations showed, at most, awareness, failure to supervise, failure to respond to grievances, or failure
to act, rather than personal participation in unconstitutional conduct.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To survive a motion to dismiss, a complaint must contain sufficient factual matter, accepted as true, to ‘state
a claim to relief that is plausible on its face.’”

“The point of the PLRA exhaustion requirement is to allow prison officials ‘a fair opportunity’ to address
grievances on the merits, to correct prison errors that can and should be corrected and to create an
administrative record for those disputes that eventually end up in court.”

“While unpleasant, there is nothing ‘cruel’ or ‘unusual’ about unjustified terminations from prison jobs.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Williams, an MDOC prisoner, worked in a quartermaster or prison-store position at Central Michigan
Correctional Facility. After he left work for a medical call-out, Baker terminated him, allegedly giving
conflicting reasons for the termination; Williams also alleged that Baker had recently directed a racial slur at him
and another Black inmate. Williams pursued MDOC grievances concerning the termination, alleged racial
discrimination, retaliation, and his inability to obtain another prison job, but did not identify Kirkey or Parsons in
the relevant grievances.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Williams filed the action in the Western District of Michigan on March 22, 2024, and the case was transferred to
the Eastern District of Michigan on August 19, 2024. Defendants moved to dismiss and for summary judgment
on June 24, 2025; Williams responded and defendants replied. The magistrate judge recommended denying the
motion as to Williams's Fourteenth Amendment equal-protection claim against Baker and granting it as to all
other claims.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

None. The magistrate judge recommended that the district court deny defendants' motion as to the equal-
protection claim against Baker and grant it as to all other claims. The recommendation was subject to objections
under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 72(b).
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